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ABSTRACT 

Opinions obtained by survey of faculty members of 42 
universities on various aspects of department and university 
operations were categorized according to the faculty respondents' 
departmental af f iliations. This paper reports an investigation of the 
relationship of faculty members' departmental affiliation to their 
responses to certain institution-related variables. Chi-Square tests 
of dependence and the phi coefficient of contingency were used to 
assess tie variables' relationships. Host of the relationships were 
significant but weak. (Author) 
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P enartmcut Affil ia tion and Fac.ti ]t y Reference Group : 
5or><? Effects o n Facul ty O pluiona 

Mi.lllan Tt. Farley 
Michigan Statt^. University 

a- 

_Sou rce of data 

O 

The findings reported here are based on data p.athered in a survey conducted In 
LU Spring, 1971, by the Departmental Study Project at llichlp.an ^tate University. We 

mailed the survey questionnaire to 10,000 faculty nembers at universities , in nine 
departments on each canipus (biology/botany > chemistry, econo-iilcs, electrical engi- 
neering, English, history; managenenl; mathenaticSfc anJ osycholotty) , The survey in- 
cluded administrators, board menbers> aai state le^';ii3latorc> , but only faculty 
responses are reported here. About '^.■"'OO faculty cienjbers rospondc^i, making a rate of 
40 percent* 

On the questionnaire, the faculty nembers were asked ''^hat is your main depart- 
laental affiliation?' and "in general, do you usually think of yourself primarily as n 
nenber of your: (check one) university, department, discipline?' Thus, ue could 
Investigate the relationship between faculty members' department affiliation and 
reference f;ro\xp to the opinions they expressed throu'>h responses to other question-* 
nairc items. 

Tote of caution 

The lov response rate of 40 percent sur^ests that the ^^spondlnp. proup might 
not represent the opinions of the entire s'lmple. Alfio^ v^e Identified only one of 
many departmental characteristics — the subject matter or discipline studied and ig- 
nored othier posslbl}' relevant characteristics such as the Jepartnent's size, 
structure, and mode of operat^,on, Thus^ the value of these findin.c»s are limited by 
a possible population bias and by confounding, variables. 

Also, ''department affiliation' in this report should be interpreted as 
'discipline,' althouf^h the respondents are in fact all metn^bers of a university de- 
partment. 

?:ethod o f analysis _ 

The findinq;s are presented chiefly as the mean respons^es for each departmental 
proup, reference group, and the total population* In order to show the pattern in 
the responses and to Indicate tcndtnicies, this report used a me:isure of mal-repre- 
sentation based on the mean responses that are 10 percent puc-ater or lesser than the 
population mean. This simple analysis is Intended only as n rouph sujrgestion of the 
patterns of var/ation in these data. 

An analysis based on the chi--square statistic seemed appropriate for these data, 
since the pooulation was large, and chi-scuare tends to be Inflated by a lar^.e 

hRjC ^'^^ 

maH&saJmber of subjects, the phi coefficient was used Instead. 



responses are reported here* About ^,000 faculty tnembers responded!, making a rate of 
^0 percent. 

On the quest lonnalre J the faculty members were asked '^Jhat is your main depart- 
laental affiliation? and "In general, do you usually think of yourself primarily as a 
nenber of your: (cl^eck one) university, departnent, discipline?' Thus> vo could 
.Investigate the relationship between faculty members department affiliation and 
reference croup to tlie opinions they expressed throu'^^h responses to other question- 
naire items. 

Vote of c auti on 

The low response rate of AO percent suc'^ests that the responding?, proup tiiif;ht 
not represent the opinions of the entire sample. Also, identified only one of 
mny departmental characteristics — the subject natter or discipline studied and ig- 
nored other possibly relevant characteristics such as the depar t'nent ^s size, 
structure, and mode of operation. Thus, the value of these findiv^.es are limited by 
a possible population bias and by confounding^ variables. 

Also, 'department affiliation' in this report shoul^l be interpreted as 
'discipline,' althouf>h the respondents are in fact all members of a university de- 
partment . 

?;ethod of analysis 

The findings are presented chiefly as the nean responses for each dopartmontal 
group, reference group, and the total population. In order to shov the pattern in 
the responses and to indicate tendtmcies, this report used a measure of mal-repre- 
sentation based on the mean responses that are 10 percent proatrv or lesser than the 
population mean. This simple analysis is intended only as a rouf^h suj»gestion of the 
patterns of variation in these data. 

An analysis based on the chi--square statistic "seemed appropriate for these data, 
but since the populcition was large ^ and chi-square tends to be Inflated by a larr^.e 
number of subjects, the phi coefficient was used instead. 

This project was supported by the Exxon Educational Foundation. The findin^-s were 
summarized in Drcssel and Faricy, 1972. Chapter 2, 

See Harascullo 1971, pp. 406-609, for a discussion of the effect of sample si2e on 
chi-cquare and phi; and Connover 1971, pp. 176-134, for a discussion of various 
measures of dependency such as contingency coefficients The n^iasure called phi in 
this report is what Connover calls Pearson's continf;oncy »r - r icient » 
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Use of phi removed the size factor (which made almost all the chi-square relationships 
significant) and indicated relationships in a way that resembles a correlation co- 
efficient. 

The phi's for these Cindings were all quite low, ran>ing from ,04 to .45. Phi 
may be interpreted as: 0-33« weaki 34-66= moderate, 64'"10C--- stront>» However, the 
true meaning o£ phi is ambiguous o At any rate^ the phl^s reported here indicate that 
there actually are rf^lat lonships in the data, and that sor.ie relationships are 
stronger than others* In most tables a phi is given for both departmental affilia- 
tion and the reference g^^^^^P. to allow for comparisons* 

Fl ndlnRS-"institutlon al and indlvtdmil ' 

The 42 universities in the survey were identified by size^, type of control, 
<^raduate prestige, and general educational caliber. These institutional character- 
istics had ne{>ligible relationships to department affiliation or reference group. 
The only noteworthy finding was that the university reference group tends to be 
slightly over-represented in small, private universities. 

Analysis of the relationship of rank (see Table I) to the other individual 
variables showed that some departments tended to have relatively more full professorj^ 
(chemistry, economics, history) and others to have relatively more assistant profes- 
sors (English, mathematics). Also, full professors tended to be slightly over- 
represented among the university-oriented; assistant pro fessors to be slii>htly over- 
represented among the discipline-oriented. 

When department affiliation and reference group aro related^ however, the 
pattern changes slightly* (See Table II). History was silir^htly over-represented in 
the discipline reference group although it had relatively vaore full professors j and 
more full professors tended to choose the university as reCercnce group. Departments 
over-represented in the discipline reference group wore economics > history, and 
psychology, those over-represented in the department reference group were biology, 
chemistry, and electrical engineering', those over-represented in the university 
reference group were chemistry, electrical engineering, and management. 

ladings — faculty opinions 

The survey asked respondents to indicate their opinions about a series of 
statements (Table III and item 1 in the appendix.) The statements in Part A of this 
section fell into two categories; those dealing with autonomy of departments and 
universities (statements 2, 5. 7 in Table III) and tJiose dcall''-:^, with various re-- 
straints o^n autonomy (statements 3, U, 8, 9 in Table III). Usinp the averages of 
each department's mean resporses to these sets of statements, one could form these 
rank orders: 



LAun gnu v m rc ig r ence ^roup, to a llow for comparlsoniu 

Fi ndings— -Institutional and j^ndlvidu al 

The 42 imiversities In the survey were identified by size, type of control, 
fjraduate prestige, and p.eneral educational caliber. These institutional character- 
istics had nej^ligible relationships to department afflliatior, or reference group. 
The only noteworthy finding was that the university reference group tends to be 
slightly over-represented in small, private universities. 

Analysis of the relationship of rank (see Table I) to the other individual 
variables showed that sone departments tended to have relatively more full professor-i 
(chemistry, economics, history) and others to have relatively more assistant profes- 
sors (Cnglish> mathematics). Also, full professors tended to be slightly over- 
represented among the university-oriented: assistant professors to be slightly over- 
represented among the discipline-oriented* 

When department affiliation and reference group aro related > however, the 
pattern changes slightly. (See Table 11). History ^v'as j^lir^.htly over-represented in 
the discipline reference group although it had relatively more full professors, and 
more full professors tended to choose the university as referc^nce group. Departments 
over-represented in the discipline reference group v;ore economics, history, and 
psychology; those over-repreGented in the department reference group were biology, 
chemistry, and electrical engineering? those over*represented In the university 
reference group were chemistry, electrical engineer iug» and managements 

Lndlngs — faculty opinions 

The survey asked respondents to iniicate their opinions about a series of 
stateoients (Table III and item 1 In the appendix,) The statements in Part A of this 
section fell into two categories; those dealing wl|^r 'Autonomy of departments and 
universities (statements 2, 5. 7 in Table III) and 0iose dealing with various re- 
straints on autonomy (statements 3, 4^ 8, 9 In Table III). Uslup the averages of 
each department's mean responses to these sets of statements, one could form these 
rank orders; 



See Dressel aad Farley^ 1972, Appendix B, for discussion of these characteristics* 
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English 


2.11 


Mana;,cn:eut 


1.62 


History 


2.07 


Biolof^y 


1.33 


Biology 


1.93 


Electric;il f.lnj'^lrieerlng 


1.36 


Mat hciao tics 


1,^^7 


ChemitJtry 


1.33 


TOTAL 


(1.85) 


EcouomlcK 


1.33 


Psychology 


1^32 


TOTAL 


(1.30) 


Chemistry 


1.75 


History 


1.28 


Electrical 


Enf.lneering 1,69 


Mathematics 


1.26 


Economics 


1.67 


English 


1.23 


Management 


1.39 


Psychology 


1.18 


Discipline 


1.95 


University 


1.A7 


Department 


1.87 


Department 


1.31 


Uiiiversity 


1.63 


Discipline 


1.20 



In Part 3, the first five statements suf.sest an activist attitude toward the 
university's problems. (The last two statements in Part B have small or negative 
correlations uith the first five statements, and therefore appear to be a separate 
dimension.) A rank order based on the avera[;e8 of mean responses to this set is as 
follovs ? 

Activism 



Biology 


2. 


38 


Managei-nent 


2. 


36 


Psychology 


2. 


27 


Elec. 

En[T;ineerlng 2, 


27 




2.26 


TOTAL 


(2. 




Cherilstry 


2. 


21 


History 


2 . 




Economics 


2 . 


19 


Mathematics 


2. 


15 


Un iverslty 


2. 


30 


Department 


2. 


27 


Discipline 


2. 


21 



The order for this factor differed considerably from tlio rank orJorc foi ontonomy oi 
restraints. 

Another section of the survey concerned the faculty's opinions about the most 
appropriate Institutional level for revlevr of variouf; do)^at tmcntal functions. (See 
Table IV ar.d item 2 in the Appendix.) For this section, tho rank order of the 
^'*'"eraf:e means for departments and reference groups v;ds ' 
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in Part 3, the first five statements suggest an activist attitude toward the 
university's problems. (The last two statements In Part B have small or negative 
correlations with the first five statements, and therefore appear to be a separate 
dimension,) A rank order based on the averajjes of mean responses to this set is as 
fo.1.1otN»s* 

Activism 



Biology 


2. 38 


Management 


2.36 


Psychology 


2.27 


Elec. 




Enp;lneGring 


1.11 


English 


2.26 


TOTAL 


(2.2A) 


Cheralstry 


2.21 


iristory 


2. 19 


Economics 


2.19 


Mathematics 


2.15 


Un iverslty 


2.30 


Department 


2.27 


Discipline 


2,21 



The order for this factor differed considerably fro^n the rank ordorp fui ontunomy oi. 
restraints. 

Another section of the survey concerned the faculty's opinions about the uost 
appropriate Institutional level for review of variovis doj>atiiiicntal functions* (See 
Table IV and item 2 in the Appendix.) For this section j t::c rank order of the 
average means for departments and reference groups v/cis' 

Level 0 f ^ r ev 1 e w_ 

Mathematics 3.09 

Mannf^encnt 3 .03 

I^conoTI^ics 3.04 

V.lec. 

Eni*ineerinr5 3.04 
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History 
English 



3.02 



2.98 



TOTAL 



(2.97) 



Chemistry 

Psychology 

Biology 



2.96 



2.86 



2.76 



University 
Department 
Discipline 



3.04 



2.90 



2 1 36 



These means indicate the overall level of review chosen by raeDbers of each department. 
They indicate that many members of mathematics departments would approve reviewing 
departmental functions at an institutional level higher than that approved by members 
of biology departments. 

Faculty respondents were also asked to indicate which principles from a list of 
nine principles) would justify the review of departmental functions, whether by a 
department Itself or by others outside the department. (See Table V and item 3 in 
the Appendix). The analysis in this section was based on the percent of respondents 
who chose each justification, since a mean score vrculd be meaningless. 

The justifications appeared to represent two broad values: the humane (in 
Table V> items 2, 3, 5^ 6) and the managerial (items 1, 4, 3), The mal-representation 
(over and under) shown in Table V indicated that departments reflected these values 
a3 follovs: the huraane--blologyj Englishj psychology ^ the managerial — economics, 
electrical engineering ? management i History and chemistry seensi ambiguous. 

The questionnaire also included a section concerned with the faculty^ s percep- 
tions of the Influence that various persons or groups teem to have on departments. 
(See Table VI and iteiTJ in the Appendix,) The major influences appeared to be with- 
in the departments (chairman; faculty). Departments varied only slightly in the 
total amount of influence their members perceived (measured by the average means). 

Conflicts between departments and the university administrations was the 
subject of another survey section. (See Table VII and item 5 in the Appendix), The 
amount of conflict observed seemed moderate in general. Financial matters seemed to 
involve the most conflict; teaching loads and faculty personnel "natters Involved 
less; and curricular matters involved relatively little conflict. Department members 
perceived differing amounts of conflict overall, as Indicated by the rank order based 
on the average means: 



Amount of con flict perceived 



Biology 1.^7 
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Elect. 

( Engineering 1.41 
i . ™ 



These means Indicate the overall level of review chosen by members of each department. 
They Indicate that many members of mathematics departments i>?ould approve reviewing 
departmental functions at an institutional level higher than that approved by members 
of biology departmf^nts* 

Faculty respondents were also asked to indicate which principles from a list of 
nine principles) would justify the review of departmental functions, whether by a 
department itself or by others outside the department. (See Table V and item 3 in 
the Appendix). The analysis in this section was based on the percent of respondents 
who chose each justification, since a mean score v;ould be meaningless. 

The justifications appeared to represent two broad values the humane (in 
Table V, items 2, 3, 5s, 6) and the managerial (items 1, 4, 0). The mal-representation 
(over and under) shown in Table V indicated that departments reflected these values 
a3 follows? the humane — biology, English, psychology > the managerial — economics, 
electrical engineering, management. History and chemistry seemed ambiguous* 

The questionnaire also included a section concerned wit!\ the faculty's percep- 
tions of the Influence that various persons or groups teen to have on departments. 
(See Table VI and item A in the Appendix.) The major influences appeared to be with- 
in the departments (chalraan^ faculty). Departments varied only slightly in the 
total amount of influence their members perceived (measured by the average means) . 

Conflicts between departments and the university administrations was the 
subject of another survey section. (See Table VII and item 5 in the Appendix). The 
amount of conflict observed seemed moderate in general* Financial matters seemed to 
involve the most conflict; teaching loads and faculty personnel -natters involved 
lessi and currlcular matters involved relatively little conflict. Department members 
perceived differing amounts of conflict overall, as ItiJlcated by the rank order based 
on the average means: 

Amount of conflict p erceived 

Biology 1. 47 
Elect . 

( Engineering l.Al 

^English 1.41 

Management 1. 38 

TOTAL (1.35) 

Economi^-s 1 . 32 
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Pr.ycholor^.y 



1.32 



History 
Chemistry 



1.30 



1.28 



Mathematics 



Discipline 



1.39 



Department 
University 



1.33 



1.31 



The departaeuts' enphasis on various educational objectives was the topic of 
two sections on the questionnaire. In one, the faculty was asked to indicate how 
they perceived^ the departraental emphasis. (See Table VIII and item 6 in the 
Appendix.) In the other, they were to indicate what thoy thought the departmental 
emphasis shoulJ be. (Sec Table IX and item 7 in the Appendix.) /.ron^, perceived 
emphases, graduate instruction was the most emphasi2edj but only sll^jitly more so 
than research or undergraduate Instruction: disciplinary contribution was emphasized 
only slightly less than the others ; while service was clearly the least emphasized. 
The findings were much clearer for the emphasis preferred > since 62 percent of the 
respondents favored undergraduate instructions against 15 percent for graduate 
Instruction and less for the other objectives. Differences between the department's 
rreferences were marked. English departments t/ere clearly oriented to undergraduate 
instruction, psychology to graduate Instruction and research; electrical engineering 
and management both preferred more graduate instruction but less research. The 
reference groups differed chiefly on research and disciplinary contributions, the 
discipline-oriented favoring more, the unlversi ty- oi l pnrcJ nnd Hopnt ctrtcnC va jrn^oil 
favoring less. 

Correlations and ran" or ders 

A correlatlo'i of all Ite^n? on the questionnaire f>ave a fo^v interostinp 
^er.ults. Tithin each of the seven sections of tlie questicnnairej correlations 
»A..:e usually lot; but sonc rere poderate to wea^' (.73 to . 3C) ; bctv/ocn soctlonr, 
correlations were usually ne'^lipible (belov? .10). Tliis findin^r suc>p.cstGr^ tluit 
the sections r'id in fact deal with separate areas of or>inirjn. 

Corolaticns of tlic sections on influence and on confixcl: indicated that 
when faculty J students, and department chairmen (fieads) h-^v^ .itoh influence 
on departrental affairs, the o.nount nf conflict is Ic; and conversely, vhen 
the influence of tlie administration is !ii<^h, the anoimt of conflict is hif^h. 
Conflict appeared rorc closelv related to t'^ie influence of tli^: central adnlnis- 
t rat ion than to that of deans. 

^ Correlations of the sections on enplMsis anil on conflict suf^n^^sted that 
yCi a dcnart'^^.nnt ennhaslzes o;raduate instruction and research it has sll'>htly 
less conflict. - 
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emphases a graduate instruction was the most emphasized, but only slightly more so 
than research or undergraduate instruction: disciplinary contribution was emphasized 
only slightly less than the others ; while service was clearly the least emphasized. 
The findings were much clearer for the emphasis preferred ^ since 62 percent of the 
respondents favored undergraduate instrnctloUs against 15 percent for graduate 
instruction and less for the other objectives. Differences between the department's 
preferences were marked. English departments v:ere clearly oriented to undergraduate 
instruction, psychology to graduate instruction and research; electrical engineering 
and management both preferred m-ore graduate instruction but less research. The 
reference groups differed chiefly on research and disciplinary contributions, the 
discipline-oriented favoring morej ;.the university-urlentcd ancl Hopnt CmcuL- orinut-Gd 
favoring less- 

Correlations and ran', orders 

A correlatioPv of all ite^.s on the questionnaire (^ave a few interestinp. 
results, '/ithin each of the seven sections of the questionnaire, correlations 
VA.^.:e usually low but some were nod^rate to wea^: (.73 to .30); between sections",j 
correlations were usually nefrlirible (belov; .10). This findinfr, sucgeste*'' that 
the sections did in fact deal with separate areas of opinion. 

Corelations of the sections on influence and on conflict indicated tliat 
when faculty J students, and department chairnen (heads) havn ]i±m influence 
on departr.ental affairs, the amount of conflict is low- and conversely, xjhen 
the influence of . the administration is hij^h^ the anount of conflict is hi^h. 
Conflict appeared more closely related to the influence of the central adminis- 
tration than to that of deans. 

Correlations of the sections on emphasis and on conflict suf^pested that 
when a departnent emphasizes {>raduate instruction and research it has s].ir;>htly 
less conflict. 

The reference <^roup variable sho^red alviost no correlation with oth.er 
items. Its hif^hest correlation coefficient v;as .2^}, with tlie opinion ''Depart- 
ments exist to carry out university policy.*' For this same item^ tlie phi 
f^as ,19 (second highest phi for the reference <:rroup variable)* 

Further interpretation of the correlations indicrited a key relationsliip 
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betvjeen three itens in the revie\;-level section (in Table IV, items 3, 5, 11) 
and three items in the statenent of opinions section (in Table TIT, part A, items 
2, 5, 7). These correlations \;Ove T/eal: but they v;ero the only non-ne^ lipiblc 
correlations between these, tv^o sections, Apparentlv, attitudes about the appro- 
priate review levels for tenure natters and selection of chairmen are key 
attitudes vis-a-vis autonony of faculty and denartnents. 

Also, it appeared from the correlations that an attitude favorin?» firni 
student discipline and apainst student part Lcination in :"overnnnce (Table III 
part D, items 5 and 6) ni^ht be a key attitude for a 'conservative" form of 
activism. Faculty with such an attitude would likely also he against autonomy 
(to judc'.e from correlations ^'ith items 3, 6, S in Table III part A) and a.'^ainst 
i'lroadeninp; the university's social involvem..int (to iud^e from correlations 
';ith items 3 and A in Table III part B) • However, thcae infer«^nces from 
correlations are at lest clues tliat su^rp;est oossibilities for further study. 

'Jhen the various rank orders already sho^^m (includiUR the rank orders 
for the k.ey iter'^i?> just ■ rienfioned, which are not shown) ^lere combined into a 
sin<?le classification, the results were thus: 



Depart^^ental characteristics 



Fro-autonomv 

Anti-restraints 

Lov; levels of review 

'lost typical^ 

IZnf^lish 

Psycholo'^v (not pro-autonomy) 

Less typiccvl: 

History 

Biolocry (pro-restraints) 
Mathematics (hic^h review levels) 



An t i- au t on om.y 

Pro-restraints 

K:c^h levels of reviev/ 



Electrical Cn'>ineerin£^ 

^^an-"^e:':Tont 



Cheri r; f ry 
Econo: ics 



Role of university as acyent in s o cial conte::t 



Activist role 



Electrical EnrineerinfT 
Mana^tement 



Biolory 

Psychology 

English 

Chemistry 
History 



social activism 



conservative activism 



"IcutralisC role 



Hcononics 
: 'atfiematics 



Correlations of the rank orders showed only one clearly meaningful result] 
for activism and conflict, the ranJ: order correlation coefficient (Spearman 
Q ) was .76. That signifies that when a department favors an activist role. 
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correlations Are at lost clues that svif^ROSt oosisilillties for further study, 
'Jhon the various rank orders already shown (inclv\dinp the rank orders 
for the hoy iters juat rientioncd, vhich are not shown) t;<2re conblned Into a 
^Uni>le classification, the results were thwn: 



^onnrt^'ental clinracterist Ics 



rro-autono*iv 

Anti-restraints 

ho\; levij ls of rev iew; 

*!ost typical' 

!:nftlish 

Psycholooy (not pro-autonony) 

Lsvos typical: 

History 

^iolooy (pro-restralpts) 
Mathematics {hioh roviet' levels) 



Anti-autonopy 

rro-restrnints 

Wi ^^\\ levels of reviov; 



Elecr.rlcal i]n<^.ineerlnp 



Fcono; Ics 



Rolo of univornlty as a^^ent In social content 

Activist role Neutralist role 



nlectrlcal ^n<^lneerinr^ 
^*ana<*enent 



P.lolof^y 

Psychology 

rlnc^lisli 

Chenistry 
History 



social activist 
conservative activisn 



'icononics 
Mathenauics 



Correlations of the rank orders shot'ed only one clearly neaninrful result: 
for activism and conflict, the rank order correlation coefficient (Snearnan 
rho) was .76. That signifies that v;hen a departnent favors an activist role, 
its members perceive noro conflict v^ith the university adninir;tration. (Pre- 
sum.ibly both the denartncnt and the university are activist). This result 
seer.od to accord with a connon sense interpretation. 
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Sunmary and conclusions 

1. Department affiliation does appear to affect faculty opinions. Al- 
though the relationship is not precise in the findinj^.s of this study, it is 
clear that certain departnents are often associated yit:^ certain opinions. 

2. A tentative but mostly consistent pattern enerfres fron this analysis. 
The survey that produced these data" focussed chiefly on faculty opinions about 
various aspects of departir.ents ' autononiy and the un:!versity *s social role. 
The report su':^<7ests that three conplex dimensions, each \nth two aspects, can 
be discerned in the data, 

D inension A: Control of departmental functions — (1) locus or control 
(internal or external), , (2) scope of control (the functions that are controlled 
and the deq;reG of control) . 



Small scope 

(narrov;, weak) 



Entrlish 
History 



internal 
controls 



Psycholof^^y 



I^iolof^y 

■ Mathematics 



Elect. Enpr, 

: Jana^^e^ent 
Economics 
Themis try 



external 
controls 



Larse scope 
(broad, t>-tron?>) 



•m bit of evidence for the conplex nature of this dir^.ension seems to be the 
findinf^ that the influence factor (Table VI) produced different rank orders for 
the total, external', and internal influences. In other v'ords, the locus of 
control by itself is not likeiv to account for the obrierved differences. Also, 
restraints or 'reviews seen to have greater weight v;hen applied to some depart- 
mental functions than to others/ which ap;ain suQ;<?.ests that by thenselves the 
level of review or locus of restraints do not sufficiently explain the situation. 
Dinension R: Attitudes toward the university's social role — (1) kind of 
role (socially involved or traditional/conservative), (2) dec^ree of performance 
(activist or neutralist) . 
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Socially 
involved 



Psycholocrv 
Enc!lish 



activist 



anar^.enent 



Cliemistry 



Econonics 
• Tathi^matics ' 

I 



Jraditional/ 
conservative 



scone _ 



int$»rnal 







lUstory 


tolo'^y 
Mathenat ics 


Psychology 


r.lect. Enpr. 

rV'.vi'iistry 


extc 





control 



(broad, stronoj 



i^Q bit of evic'encG for the conplex nature o^* thlf; <!lr<ens-loa seems to be t\ie 
findln<^ tliat the Influence factor (Talle VI) profhicod different rank orders for 
•zhe total, external, aud Internal influences, In othor vrords, the lociui of 
control by itself is not likelv to account for the obierved dif f crence.a. Also, 
re.^trdlnts or revioi's seen to have r;rcat;^r v/eit>ht v;hen applied to sone depart- 
nental function? than to others, v^htch attain su^^^ests that by themselves the 
level of review or locus of restraints do not sufficiently ovolain tlie situation. 
Di-^en sion B:^ Attitudes tov;ard the university's social role (1) hind of 
role (socially involved or traditional/conservative), (2) decree of pcrf or:i;^nce 
(activist or neutralist). 



Socially 
involved 



activist 



'an 



Vsycholoov 
nn^rllsh 



rhenlstrv 



Traditional/ 
conservative 



Fcononics 
^*athenatics 



neutrali^^t 

i)lnensions A and B are sinilar to some extent but they aro. not co-tnrninous in 
the present study. Dinension reflects the faculty's attitudes to^'ard the 
universities' role, and a department could approve a neutralist role for the 
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university v/hile anprovinp^ a hic^h review level for Cfenarl"r'ti jl functions. 
Dtnension C\ Departmental nhilosophy - (1) educational obj.^ctlves, (2) basic 
values. 

huriane 
values 



gra duate instruc- 
tion and research 



nana^^erial 
values 

T/icre appears to be a sli^^ht tendancy for departments to be in the same quadrant 
on each dimension- Jloueverj, the inter-relation of these cHnensions cannot be 
made clear in the present study because of the limitations in the data mentioned 
at the be'^.innin'T of this report. The value of this analysis is only in su.?>j?:est- 
iuft topics and concepts that nay be of use to other investigators • Both objec- 
tives and values would have to be treated in far more refir-eJ nanner than 
was relevant for the survey analyzed here. 

3. The reference piroup identified by faculty members (discipline, de- 
>artmenty or university) appears to affect the responses to this ?5urvey only 
-.lic^htly. Ilov.^ever, a pattern of tcndancles can be discerned here, also. 
The department-oriented are almost aluaysi sirailar to the aver<:^pe faculty 
r-zisponse; the discinlins-or iented are less tvoical, and the university-ori- 
ented least typical. The stronf^est contrast is between the discipline-oriented 
and the university-^oriented , 

Conpared to the aver acre faculty nen^ber uhc responded to this survey, the 
•miversity-oriented are nore likely to be full professors in positivistic 
disciplines (che^.istry, management, electrical engineering), in sraller private 
universities. They prefer to emphasize research less, and consider the. faculty 
senate and similar all-campus r^roups relatively more influential* They are less 
lii:ely to cite academic freedom, advancement of a discipline ♦ or assigned role 
as justifications for reviet^inn departmental functions. Thcr/ <".ive more approval 
to restraints on departments and to a conservative universe! role. ?!ost sif;- 
nif icantly they" tend to believe that the department exists lor the sake of 
the university. 

Ine discinline-oriented are relatively more often assiiJtant professors 
£RJ(]];ocial sciences (history, economics, psycholo/^y) . They are ;riore likely to 
emphasize basic research and servic^jyitMn 



English 
Biology 



under<^raduate 
instruction 



Psycholo9:y 



hcononics 



Elect. Engr. 



'Fanapement 



T'lorc appears to bG a slight tondancy for depntt'-ients to bo in the sane quadrant 
on oach di'nen^Jlon. However, t\\o intGr-relation of those (Hronsions cannot bo 
made clc^r In thcj nrc^ent study because of the llr^lt^ tioiis in tl a data nentionod 
at the bo'^jtinin'^ of thii^ rooorr. The value of this analvri:.? is only In 3u^>f>est- 
ln<r topics and concepts that nay be of use to oth^^r invoot " r.ators . Both objec- 
tives and values would hf>ve to bo tro^teO in far norc rofl'-Ls' innner than 
*^as relevant for the survey analvsed here, 

3. TtiO reference <?;roun Idontlfi >.! by faculty mcnberf. (discipline, de- 
mrtnent, or university) appears to affect the rcr^ponoes to tl^is <;urvey only 
^li<?,htly• HovGver, a pattern of tcndancies cm he discerned hr-rc, also. 
:he department-oriented arc alnost aluayo fiinilar to the avorapo faculty 
ve.snonse: the dlficlnlino-oriented are le^s tvolc^l, and the uPlver3ity-*ori- 
rinted least typical. The f:tronf»est contrast I3 ''>etween the disclpliuc-orlontcd 
and the university-oriented. 

Conpared to the average faculty nember vho responded to this survey, the 
■miversity-oriented are nore likely to be full professors In positiviotlc 
disciplines (chemistry, nvinar^ement , electrical enf^ineerl nf^) , in s'-^aller private 
univcriilties. They prefer to enphasi2e research less, and con-^ider th^ faculty 
senate and sinilar all-campus groups relatively nore influential. They are ler;s 
lii:ely to cite acadenic freedom, advancement of a discipline, or assigned role 
as justifications for rcviei7lnf> departmental functions Th<v/ f^ive more approval 
to restraints on departments and to a conservative uuivfirrir/ role. Most 8i<^- 
nificantly they tend to believe that the d<ipartment exists i.;r the sake of 
the university. 

The discipline-oriented are relatively more often assiutant professors 
in social sciences (history, economics, psycholof^y) . They are nore liUely to 
emphasize basic research and servica rTithin tl^.eir departt^ents > ai '1 they per- 
ceive the faculty as having? leos influence on the department. To justify 
revievinr: departmental functions, they cito student welfare or administrative 
uniformity less than avcra^^e, hut cite advancin<> a cisciplirA^ more than average. 
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APPENDIX: Items from the survey questionnaire 



1. Statements of opinions (See Table III) 

Part A: ' 
"The fbllowin<?. statements express opinions about universities that one en- 
counters today. To what extent do you ac^ree v/ith thsse statements? (Check one blank 
on each line) . *' 

Part B: * 

^'Various ways are bein<> suggested today to increase the universities' prestige 
and credibility with the general public. Please indicate your reaction to each of 
these possible ways." 

Respondents were a.sked to choose fron five levels of ar^rer^.ent (for both parts) : 
very fi:reat, nreat, somes sliPiht, no. 

2. Review of departmental functions (See Table IV) 

On these par:es ''actions or decisions usually initiated in university • departments 
'»re listed. For each- action, please indicate your opinion as to the highest level 

which an action could be justifiably reviev^ed with authority to veto it. ^/hile 
^lakinc: your choices, consider then in terns of an ideal situation:, not your actual 
situation. 

^'Please write the nur^ber of the orf»anizational l^v^l from List I, below, to 
'ridicate the hip:hest level at v:hich departrnental actions could . justifiably be ■ 
"roviev/ed with authority for final veto . 

"List I: (1) Individual faculty member.^ (2) Onpartnent (chairman or faculty 
committees, (3) College or School (dean or faculty comittceSj, {h) A3.1-univcristy 
faculty comn.itteeS; (5) Administration (nresidents vico-nresidents) , (6) Trustees, 
governing? board, (7) Central adninistration of a nulti-campus institution, (3) Public 
officials or Legislature, (9) Mo revie\7 at all." 

Justification for review of departmental functions (See Table V) 
"Please write the number of a statement from List 11^ below, to indicate the 
i^'^jG best justification for the veto authority you have indicated/* 

"List II: (1) Welfare of total faculty, (?.) 'Welfare of students^ (3) Aca-- 
demic freedom, (4) Improvement in quality of education, (5) Advancoment of a discip- 
line or profession^ (6) Efficient ui>e of financial or human resources. (7) Assif?;nGd 
role in a multi-campus system, (8) Counter-balance to departments' self-interest, 
(9) Uniform practice and policy in a univer^iitya (10) Other reasons.' 

^» Influences on departmental affairs, as perceived hy the faculty 

■gj^^" *^Ih p;eneral, how much influence does each of the following have over 
™^?Sit foes on in your department? (1) Th.e department faculty as a x/hole, (2) The 



2, RevlGW of doparttnantal functions (See Table IV) 

On these pa^^os 'actions or r'.oclsions usuallv initiated in university departments 
TO listed • For each ictlon, please indicate your opinion as to the hlpjiest level 
. v;hich an actioii could be justifiably reviev^ed t'ith authority to veto it, l/hilc^ 

'laUinc: your choices, consider then in terns of an Ij^i^eal situation, not your actual 

situation* 

^ler.se write the nu[>^.bor of the orf^ani2??tional levf^^l fron List I, below, to 
*dlcate the htc>hest level at which departmental actions could iustifiahly be 
'cvlewed with authority for final ver.o. 

'^List I: (1) Individual faculty •member j (2) Oppart-::ont (chairnan or faculty 
conmittees, (3) Colle<>e or 5;chool (dean or faculty co-^nltcn^o, (4) A] 1-univorlsty 
faculty comnittees, (5) Ad^iinistrat ion (orestdent , vico-nr(isi.*c>nts) , (6) Trustees, 
^overnin^ board, (7) Central administration of a nulti-car^^pus Inr.titution, (3) Public 
officials or Lep.islaturc, (9) lo review at all." 

Justification for review of departnental functions (Sec Table V) 
"Please write tht^ number of a statemnnt from List II, bclovs to indicate tlie 
best justification for the veto authority you have indicated/' 

"List U: (1) T^ilfare of total faculty, (") 'Welfare of otudeats, (3) Aca- 
demic freedom, (4) I^proven^=>nt in quality of education, (5) Advancot:»ont of a discip- 
line or profession, (6) Efficient ui^e of financial or human reGcurcoSj (7) Assif>ncd 
role in a nulti-canpus system, (H) Counter-balance to d^partr^ents ' self -interest / 
(9) Uniforn practice and policy in a university, (11) Other reasons.' 

^* Influences on departt'.ental affairs, as perceived by the faculty 

^ in p.ercral, how nuch influence does each of the foilov/inq; have over 
what eoes on in your departnent? (1) TV.e department faculty as a v?liole, (2) The 
dean of this college or school, (3) The departnent head or chairnan, (4) Graduate 
students, (5) ^'n^orgraduates , (G) Die university adpinii^tr-^ti^'-ji (preslderit, vice- 
presidents), (7) YoUj personallv, C^) ^11-up.iversity '' rc»;vp^ .'co^ t^.t tees , senate) ^ 
(9) Departnent conmlttees, (C!ieck one on cich liw^:) 
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Ref^ponJvtrt J veto cis':od to choos<^ one of five lovols of Influoacer v^ry v>rccit, 
f»reat, soce, sllc>ht, none at all. 

.lote: Iter\^3 (1) and (9); itcns (2) and (O : and .it-emtV (^) and (5) vera 
conKfnff' Into 5;inrde varlablos because thoy v^rft relaif^'oJy highly correlated. 

5. Conflicts between departnenta and university adr\inistrations, as per- 

ceived ty the faculty 

"'■Jlthtp. your university, hov r^ic'^ oifference of on:L:ion exists betv;een 
the central adninistratlon anc? the donnrtr^cnts (or r,inilar unitrO T;ith regard to 
Lh;3 ri^atters listed bclo^?? (Chech o?ic? ^Innl: or each line) (1) Hlrtnp practlc*-?, 

(2) Promotion practices, (3) 5^alary decisions, (4) Curriculun Innovation, 

(3) Teaching* loads, (6) ^'inancial allocations, (7) Courso. offerinp.B." 
Respondents uore ask'^d to choose one of five levels of difference o£ opinion; 

very c^reat, proat» sore, sli<^ht, none. 

loto- Itens (1), (2), and (3): and itcns (^0 and (7) t;ere combined Into 
u^^le variablesV slncj'6 * thev vere relatively hlf^hly coxrolated* 

^rphasls on objectives vithln dr:part-nents , as perceived by t!io faculty 
"''ithln your departncnt how much emphasis ia actually placed on each 
' the follovjinf;? (Checl: one on each line) (1) Underf;radu3te instruction, 
2) Graduate instruction, (3) Basic research, (4) Contributin<> to the dir^clplinc 
ui your demrt'ientj (5) Service to business, industry, rr <>overrinent . ' 

Respondents were aslvcJ i*o c' oose one of five If^vels of c"-.M;-!r>is'. very 
^reat, <>reat, some, none at ^^11. 

7. ^Inpliasis on ob^^ccti;-s, preferred by facultv 

^'Fron the list in the Iton [>] above^ i^elect the oiV2 it(^n you feel 
^uld receive tlu^ nost enphasis in universities <renerally. (I/rlte tlie letter 
ihe space bolov) _ should roceivr; the most e-ipJiasis^^ 
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TAr>LK I. RA-IK, DCPARTCENTAI. AFFILIATIOW, XM) REFLRLllCK GROUP 



Departnent 

bio Oheu Econ Env-r Encl lUst Mpvit 



Prof CGS ors 



r more 



Assoc ic to Prof o>3i>oi s 2S/! j 



A:;si3ti;nt Proeessors 29? 



less 



! less ; loss 



more 



more 



less 



loss I more 



less 



note 



mo I' a i less 



UOTZ', Departmout 0 =.14' Reference 0 =<15 



Percent of total population 



l!d Ri-iT.Ri;i;ci: group 



Departnent 
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Disc Dept Univ 
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1 
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1 
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— t . - ^ 
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: 1 
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I 

more ■ 


i less 
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Mont 


PlsciiJllnG 


31)7* 
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* Percent of total po\>ulation 



ICE GROUP 



Department 
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i 
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' ] — 

more | 
1 


more 
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TABLE III: STATEMENTS OF OPINION 

FART A: Autonomy in university' and department 




Kean * 


Dept. 

phi 


-Ref . 
phi 


■ 


■ — 

, Biol 
t 


Chem } Econ 

i 




Eng 


Universities generally are trying 

to do more than their resources permit 


2,G5 


.19 


.07 




; 


i i 

i j 


Autonomy is essential for quaii;:y 
education; chairmen should procecc 
tihe tacaicys* autonomy laymen lack 
under standing, of autonomy 


2.57 


.20 


.lA 


\ 


! 
i 

\ 


i i s 

! 




Incursions into autonomy are 
justified whei. a university or 
department is inefficient 


1.97 


.20 


.14 




i 

t 


< ) 

j 

more j 




The faculty si ould spend more time 
on teaching a.\\d be more attentive 
to instructioi al problems 


1.35 


.13 


.12 




] 


1 

i 

; ■ 

, i , 


1 . 


Infringements on departmental 
autonomy imply a denial of profes - 
sional competency 


1.7S 


,19 


.12 


i 

i 

i 




; 

j 

1 less 




r-epartments exist to carry out 
university policy 


1.28 


.16 


.19 


i i 


1 
i 

1 - 




Operation of the university should 
be turned over to the faculty 


1.22 


.17 


" . 11 


1 

1 


1 

j 

1 


i 

! less - 


lesj 


Governing boards and legislatures 
have the right to set teaching loads- 
the university administrators should 
exert more control over teaching loads 


.85 


,16 


.13 


r 

i 

■ ji 
* • 
1 


1 

i 
j 

i 
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i 

i . 

! 




1 

: 

inor( 



Tp t: p t^ f .- - ■ ' 

>l p!ii 


lUol . 


ChoD J !• con I'innr Kngl Hist 
^ . , ■ ^ — ^ 


Mj>n:t Wath Vsyc ^ Disc ' \)e^t 
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■ . . . ■ I 
.9 , 07 




. ■ . 

........ ■ ■ . : ■ . _. 


- ■ -. , . -i — ■ 

■ ; 1 

; less J : i ! 

- . ! a\ 






i i' ' 

' ; I 


t 

. ^ "i 
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■ 


— - . . ... . . _ _ , 

i : ■ 

less 1 ■ ; 


i- 
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1 
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r 
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■ ■ 

' nore | 


■ 






: 

■ 
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* 


^ ■ 
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1 — ■ — i — 


3; ■ . 12 ■ 
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\ 

■ 
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* 


1 
1 

\ 
\ 


I \ 

i ■; 


' ■ i 

i 

i 

9 .12 ' 


i ■ i 
! 

t ! "loss ' 

: ! . i 


^more 


more 


1 
! 

i 

; less 


1 


— — 1 

less 


f r ■ 
1 


loss 


!i 

6 .19 i; 


: J 


i 

I more 




less 

j 


, ^ 

{ 

less ; 


■ 

raoro 


7 .11 


, less , less jnorc 


more 


1 
1 

5 less more 


i 


^ 

more 1 


1 — 

less 


5 .13 


i 

i 


\ 1 

i 

■more • 


' :• ! 

• more \ ( loss 
• 


1 t 
' less . 


more 



contln led 



T\:iLK £11 coi tinued 



Moan * phi 



Kef - 



iJasic couflicts of interest between 
departraeato and a university require 
uonitorinp, hy others outside the 
univers J ty 



.55 



.15 



.05 



aiol Chem { IV.on 



^nore 



/'/.•tionj a university should take to improve 
^*'"! ;:rt3ti;>,e and credibility 



Iticr.^ase crntjiiunicpt ion with all 
cl iont^:::l^v^ jjhov that university's 
out;.;t justifies input of resources 



Rationalize and i^treamlinc the 
university's or^';anizational structure 



^iake the c'overnin^. board more 
r'^prcsentativc cf the university's 
total cor.inunity 



IrovlJe tho community v/ith new, relevant 
orogrems and coirses provide nore and 
better services 2.16 



Involve studentf more closely in the 
j-,ovcrnance ol the university 



• 'aintain firn student discipline 
on can-pus 



1.72 



Fnc.r 



more 




more 



i^educe the university's budget 



more 



les£ 



more 



© * On a five-point scale of ap^reement! 4 - very '^rot, 3 - p.reat, 2 some, 1 - slic^ht, 0 non 
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2. 
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1 1 
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" 1 ' 
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; . 




1 .12 'more ' | 


i 

more , 




more 




less 


i 


raore 


1 .09 ' nore ' lesr, ^ 


more » 


! 

more more 


* lesG ij les3 less 


more 



L 1 - preat, 2 - some, 1 - slight, 0 none. 
I Q 
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T/Viu: £V' LcviLs 0? Rnvi;-',/ or depa 
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■ ■CTITi.-S 




• 










Mem 


Hept. 

phi 


Ref . J 

phi 


lilol 




Fcon 


1) 

!vnp,r 


Policies ari:ectin{< non-acaJemlc 
personnel 


4.76 


.21 


,09 1 


1 


Aduii;;'; a xwm dej ree pronraiti 


4.34 


.17 


i 




:"it.'t"iulnR tenure criteria 


/ .21 
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.14 : 
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— ^ ! i 

. : ' .1 
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0 f f - c . iiiipus cotisi 1 1 in.<> 
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Toaiiro annolrittrent of a 
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Use of computer services 
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■ — 

lower ■ 
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jtiteriT'lnln?, aale ry for a 
faculty nifjraber 


3.43 


.19 


.15 


1 









Appilcttons for research grar.ts 
made ly Jeparttr.c ntal faculty 


3. 10 


.37 


, j 

.13 


lower 








Mon-reappoiritniet t of a 
non-tr.nured facilty tnomber 


3.12 


.20 


.13 







— . ^ 


— . — , 


Criteria for adcitting under - 
rrraduate students 


3.11 


.23 


.09 










Selecting departmental chairinan 


3.03 


.23 


.15 


1 
1 

- - - , i . , . .1 




hl'^her 


Allocating experses to accounts 
(supplies^ instruction, research, 
travel, etc.) 


2.98 


.23 


.11 


i 

lover 


1 


1 — 
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pbt { Uol ChcA-x Fcon Enp.r I'lJt',! Ulr.t i Mgrnt .Math : I'syc. ; Disc . Dept ^ Univ 
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i I' 



higher; 
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AJlln^ a new course 
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.21 
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